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Abstract 
The present study aimed at identifying and recording the reading strategies employed by immigrant children, who speak Greek as 
a second language (L2). The sample consisted of 32 Albanian and Romanian speaking children who attend the fifth and sixth 
primary school grades. Think᧩aloud protocols and retrospective interviews were employed to collect data. The findings revealed 
that more competent bilingual readers employed a wider range of  ‘top-down’ and more complex reading strategies compared to 
less competent readers, who showed overdependence on bottom-up decoding strategies and limited awareness of the reading 
process.  
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1. Introduction  
Reading is regarded as a two-way, dynamic and interactive process between the reader and the text, as well as a 
cognitive process involving strategy use. Strategies are problem-oriented actions and techniques, which are utilized 
to achieve certain comprehension or production goals (Wenden, 1987). Reading strategies, that reveal ways in which 
readers manage to interact with written texts, involve mental manipulations of a text at word, sentence, paragraph, 
and text levels to enhance reading comprehension (Paris, Lipson, & Wixson, 1983). 
Reading is an area/skill where both cognitive and metacognitive strategy use is important (Peacock, 2001; 
Rosenshine, 1997; Rubin 1987). While reading, the student decodes, visualises, infers, predicts, conceptualizes, 
imagines, rereads, paraphrases, classifies information, guesses from the context and clarifies words by looking them 
up in a dictionary. In addition, certain metacognitive strategies are applied, which involve goal setting, selective 
attention, planning for organization, monitoring, self-assessing, and regulating (Santrock, 2008). Effective reading 
and reading comprehension involve knowledge about strategies, knowledge about how to deploy them, and 
knowledge about when and where to apply the strategies (Paris, Cross, & Lipson, 1984). It has been indicated that 
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the use of the strategies and the knowledge that students bring to the text influence the reading process (Baker, 2002; 
Singhal, 2001).  
Different factors affect strategy employment, such as age, aptitude, learning styles, gender and level of language 
competence (Goh, 1997; Wenden, 1991; Griva et al, 2009a). The influence of gender on learning strategy use is 
inconclusive, whereas research on differential strategy use determined by proficiency level is more obvious (see 
Chamot, 2004). Studies have revealed that less competent bilingual students employ a limited range of strategies 
(Griva et al, 2009a). Poor readers display lower-level text processing skills and engage in ‘bottom-up’ strategies 
(Griva, Alevriadou & Geladari, 2009b); they often focus on decoding single words and seldom are engaged in 
monitoring comprehension (Cotterall, 1990; Palincsar & Brown, 1984; Salataci & Akyel, 2002).  
Conversely, more competent second language (L2) readers seem to utilize top-down processing strategies 
(Devine, 1988; Griva, Alevriadou & Geladari, 2009b), as well as they follow higher-level semantic processes 
(Nassaji, 2003). They display higher awareness and monitoring abilities (Carrell, 1989), and are more efficient in 
adapting strategies to their learning needs (Green & Oxford, 1995; Oxford, 1996; Wenden, 1991).  In addition, they 
are metacognitively strategic in reading texts and they can modify their comprehension strategies based on the 
purposes for reading (Hulstijn, 1993), their understanding of the topic and the text structure (Spencer & Sadoski, 
1988).  
2. The study 
2.1. Purpose 
The reason of the study stemmed from the growing number of second-language children in Greek primary 
schools. In Greece, there has been an increase of non-Greek speaking immigrants coming to this country in recent 
decades and this trend is expected to continue. The focus of the present study was on immigrant children, who 
function within the Greek Educational system and they are at varying stages of developing language (simultaneous 
and successive bilingualism). 
 The study aimed at identifying, recording, and comparing the strategies employed by immigrant children while 
reading in Greek. More specifically, the study addressed the following questions:  
a) what difficulties are encountered by bilingual students?  
b) which cognitive and metacognitive strategies are employed by the bilingual students while reading?  
c) does language competence influence reading comprehension of L2 texts and strategy employment?  
d) does the type of bilingualism (simultaneous / successive bilingualism) influence reading comprehension of   
    L2 texts and strategy use?  
2.2. Sample 
The sample consisted of a total of thirty two bilingual students (M=11.04 years-old, SD=0.47), who attend the 
fifth and sixth primary school grades, from Albanian and Romanian families who moved to Greece as immigrants.  
They were selected from a total of 48 bilingual students according to their level of language competence, as well as 
the type of bilingualism. 
2.3. Procedure 
Think-aloud reports and retrospective interviews were the basic instruments for collecting data, since cognition 
and metacognition can be easily assessed among young children through think-aloud and interviews (see Afflerbach 
& Johnston, 1986; Pressley & Afflerbach, 1995; Wade, 1990).   
 First, every student was requested to read two texts, an expository text and a narrative one, between 250-300 
words in Greek. Every student was asked to verbalise the thoughts that occurred to him/her while reading the text 
sentence by sentence (Garner, 1987). After the think-aloud sessions, semi-structured interviews were held with each 
student in order to gain further insight into their usual approach to reading process and strategies they employed. 
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2.4. Data Analysis 
The verbal data, after being analysed qualitatively, resulted in groups of categories/sub-categories, (Miles, & 
Humberman, 1994), which were classified into basic thematic strands based on taxonomies provided by O’Malley, 
& Chamot (1990). Furthermore, in order to assess readers’ strategy efficiency, each strategy was rated on a scale 
ranging from 0 (inadequate use) to 2 (efficient use). Frequencies and percentages for all categories/subcategories 
were obtained. Also, the techniques of chi-square-test (X2), t-test and one-way ANOVA were performed in order to 
identify differences in strategy use between more and less competent readers. 
3. Results 
Twenty two (22) categories resulted from the analysis of verbal data: Unknown words, pronunciation of words, 
compound words, comprehending  the meaning of the sentence, comprehending the gist of the text, skimming, 
scanning, highlighting difficult points, underlining, skipping the difficult parts, writing down/note taking, rereading, 
looking up words in a dictionary, translating, activating prior knowledge, using titles, guessing from the context, 
breaking the words down into parts, using imagery, self regulation, self-evaluation, self –correction, selective 
attention. These categories were grouped into three basic thematic strands: a) reading difficulties, b) cognitive 
strategies employment, and c) metacogitive strategies employment. 
3.1. Reading Difficulties 
Understanding the meaning of certain unknown words in the text, especially ‘compound words’ and 
‘polysyllables’, proved to be high in difficulty for the majority of the students (31.3% ‘high degree of difficult’, 
46.7% ‘fairly difficult’).  However, ‘pronouncing certain words’ was reported lower in difficulty (15.6%). The poor 
readers (40.9%) referred to encountering a greater number of difficulties related to local processes dealing with a) 
understanding the meaning of ‘unknown words’ (X²=12.650, df=2, p=0.002), b) pronouncing especially compound 
words and polysyllables (41.8%) (X²=5.805, df=2, p=0.050). ‘Pronouncing some words in the text (25% very 
difficult and 30% ‘fairly difficult’), especially some compound words (35% very difficult and 35%‘fairly difficult’) 
was a significant problem for the students, who fell under the category of successive bilingualism, (X²=11.702, 
df=2, p=0.003). 
Furthermore, the insufficient employment of reading strategies for better understanding caused students problems 
to comprehend the basic meaning of the sentence (56.3%) and the gist of the text (62.5%). However, statistical 
differences were revealed between the poor and good readers in relation to facing sentence-centered difficulties 
(X²=8.425, df=2, p=0.015), as the less competent readers encountered greater difficulties in understanding the 
meaning of a sentence (31.8% most difficult, 40.9% fairly difficult) than the more competent readers (20% fairly 
difficult). As regards the successive bilingual students (X²=8.977, df=2, p=0.011), higher degree of difficulty was 
revealed in comprehending certain sentences in the text (35% most difficult, 40% fairly difficult) compared to the 
majority of simultaneous bilingual children (75%), who found no difficulties at sentence level.  
 In addition, both the poor readers (X²=17.390, df=2, p=0.000) and the ‘successive’ bilingual students 
(X²=10.667, df=2, p=0.005) struggled with adopting higher-level processes in order to comprehend the meaning of 
the text. High degree of difficulty was recorded by the less efficient readers (50%, most difficult, 36.4% fairly 
difficult) compared to the great majority of the competent ones, who faced no difficulty (90%). Also 
‘comprehending’ the text constitutes a major difficulty for successive bilinguals (55%, most difficult, 15% fairly 
difficult) compared to simultaneous bilingual children, who declared that they face no difficulties (50%).  
3.2. Reading Process 
3.2.1. Cognitive strategies employment 
While reading the texts, the majority of the participants seemed to employ certain strategies either to facilitate 
reading or to overcome limitations in reading comprehension. A considerable number of the bilingual students 
showed interest in ‘skimming’ the text to get the idea quickly, to get an overview of the content and organization of 
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3. Results 
the text (84.4%). The crosstabulation produced statistically significant differences (X²=21.259, df=2, p=0.000) 
between the more competent readers, since all of them (100%) were recorded to skim the text, and the less 
competent ones (13.6%).   
Although an outstanding part of the students ‘scanned’ the text to pinpoint specific information (68%), the better 
readers used it more efficiently (90%) than the poor ones (13.6%) (X²=17.338, df=2, p=0.000). In addition, the cross 
tabulation revealed significant differences as regards the type of bilingualism (X²=8.960, df=2, p=0.011); all 
‘simultaneous’ bilingual children preferred identifying specific information by scanning the text either adequately 
(50%) or partially adequately (50%), in contrast to successive bilinguals who did not use it at all (50%).  
 While reading the text, an important part of the sample highlighted (56.2%) and underlined (71.9%) either some 
unknown words and unclear points, or difficult parts in the text. The crosstabulation produced significant differences 
(X²=21.259, df=2, p=0.000) between the more competent readers, since all of them (100%) were recorded to skim 
the text, and the less competent ones, who used it ineffectively (40.9%).  
It is worth mentioning that the great majority of the students, irrespective their language level in L2, used to 
translate from L1 to L2 (90.7%). Although fewer students drew on prior knowledge and previous experience to 
acquire new input and facilitate reading (18.8% efficiently and 28.1% partially), the better readers used it more 
efficiently (60%) than the poor ones, who did not use this strategy at all (72.2%), (X²=18.310, df=2, p=0.000).  
‘Rereading’ some parts of the text (X²=11.971, df=2, p=0.000) attained higher degree of interest from the part of 
more competent students (80%) than the less competent ones, who showed inadequate use (40.9%). Moreover, 
‘Rereading’ (X²=6.195, df=2, p=0.006) occurred with greater frequency and efficiency by a significant percentage 
of simultaneous bilingual children (58.3%) than the rest of bilingual children. On the other hand, some other 
students skipped the difficult parts and went on reading (56.3%).  
 In order to overcome certain limitations related to ‘understanding unknown words’ included in the text, the 
students employed the following strategies:  
a) ‘Guessing the meaning of a word or phrase in context’ received the highest percentage (77.3%) as the most 
favourite strategy. The cross tabulation indicated significant differences between the two sub-groups 
(X²=20.829, df=2, p=0.000), since good readers used it more effectively (40%) than the poor ones who did not 
manage to employ it (81.8%).  
b) A considerable number of the respondents showed interest in ‘determining the meaning of a word or 
expression by breaking it down into parts’ (62.5%), The comparison between the two groups indicated 
statistical significant differences (X²=15.903, df=2, p=0.000), since a great number of the competent readers 
showed major preference to using it (70%) compared to less competent ones who managed to use it efficiently 
(50%). 
 c) Although ‘looking up words in a dictionary’ gained lower percentages (34.4%), statistically significant 
differences emerged between the two groups (X²= 14.262, df=2, p=0.001); 20%  of the good readers showed 
greater preference  to using it than the less competent readers who did not use the dictionary (86.4%).  
3.2.2. Metacognitive strategies employment 
 
Regarding the metacognitive strategies, a mediocre number of the bilingual students showed a positive attitude 
towards ‘evaluating’ their own reading (28.1% efficiently) and ‘self-correcting’ (25%). On the other hand, the 
students did not show an adequate degree of flexibility in monitoring their reading (18.8%). Also, a small proportion 
of them got involved in the process of paying attention selectively on key meanings, ideas etc  (18.8%).     
The comparison between the two subgroups indicated statistically significant differences between the poor and 
good readers in relation to metacognitive strategies employment: 
a) ‘Self-monitoring’ (ȋ2 =18.347, df=2, p=0.000) was employed mostly by the good readers either efficiently 
(60%) or partially (40%). However, 50% of the poor readers were not engaged in ‘monitoring’ their reading. 
In addition, simultaneous bilingual children (ȋ2 =10.343, df=2, p=0.006) were more willing and partially 
efficient in monitoring their reading process (83.3%) than the rest of the students, who did not manage to 
adapt this strategy (50%).   
b) ‘Self-evaluation’ (ȋ2 =14,985 df=2, p=0.001) was followed efficiently by the majority of better readers (70%) 
compared to the less successful readers, who showed a high degree of inadequate use (59.1%). 
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c) ‘Self-correcting’ (ȋ2 =11.365, df=2, p=0.003) was employed efficiently mostly by the good readers (60%) and 
‘simultaneous’ bilingual students (58.3%). Conversely, ‘self-correcting’ was underused by the poor readers 
who did not manage to employ this strategy efficiently (50%), as well as by the ‘successive’ bilingual students 
(45%).  
The one- way ANOVA test indicated that there were statistically significant differences between the poor and 
good readers in using cognitive  and metacognitive strategies (F = 1.223, t -9.966, p<0.001) (table 1). 
 
Table 1. Differences between poor and good readers in cognitive and metacognitive strategies use 
 
 Poor readers Good readers 
Cognitive strategies 1.636 (Std= 1.292) 7.100 (Std= 1.729) 
Metacognitive strategies 0.182 (Std= 0.588) 2.500 (Std= 0.972) 
 
Moreover, the one- way ANOVA test indicated that there were statistically significant differences between the 
‘simultaneous’ and ‘successive’ bilingual students in using cognitive  and metacognitive strategies (F = 1.223, t -
9.966, p=0.001) (table 2). 
 
Table 2. Differences between successive and simultaneous bilingual students in cognitive and metacognitive strategies use 
 
 Successive  bilingualism Simultaneous bilingualism 
Cognitive strategies 2.950 (Std= 3.052) 4.000 (Std= 2.730) 
Metacognitive strategies 0.800 (Std= 1.361) 1.083 (Std= 1.240) 
 
4. Concluding Remarks 
The findings of the present study indicated some outstanding differences as regards the level of L2 competence 
and the type of bilingualism (simultaneous/ successive bilingualism). The successful readers showed greater 
strategic knowledge, since they were more flexible in using both cognitive and metacognitive strategies and 
employed a wider range of more ‘elaborated’ strategies (Stein, 2000). Furthermore, the ‘simultaneous’ bilingual 
students, who were born in Greece, followed rather a meaning-centered reading process, and utilized a greater 
number of strategies than those who immigrated in Greece and started learning the Greek language after being 8 
years old (successive bilingualism). The last ones employed word-centered models of reading and expressed more 
local strategies dealing with the comprehension of words and sentences. 
On the contrary, the less successful readers read slowly and showed more limited lower-level processes and 
strategies (see Goddard & Sendi, 2008). Furthermore, even when they possessed relevant background knowledge, 
they were not able to activate it in order to understand what they read. It is worth mentioning that although the less 
competent readers could identify problem areas, they did not often resolve comprehension breaks. However, the 
efficient bilingual readers were able to employ a wider range of reading strategies, and activated ‘prior knowledge to 
facilitate reading comprehension’ (Brantmeier, 2004). The findings of this study are in line with previous studies 
indicating that good readers employ a variety of purposeful reading strategies to undertake reading tasks 
successfully and they use them with greater flexibility (Hopkins & Mackay, 1997; Spires & Donley, 1998). 
Considering the aforementioned findings, we suggest that L2 instruction should promote bilingual students’ 
linguistic development through training them into using a variety of strategies. The students should a) be actively 
involved in reading-related activities to identify difficult words, concepts, and ideas; b) be aware of whether they 
understand what they are reading and be aware of the strategies they use; c) have opportunities to choose from texts 
that reflect different genres and reading levels; d) be aware of the  organizational structure of  various genres.  
Concluding, we consider the relatively small number of bilingual students participating in the present study to be 
the main limitation of the study. A larger sample of bilingual students should be included in a further study, in order 
to investigate bilingual readers’ strategy employment in a more rigorous and valid way. In addition, both 
monolingual and bilingual students could be included aiming at a comparative account of reading strategies and sub-
processes.  
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